Sir ■ 

This xs an appeal to the Board of Patent Appeals and 
n a „ froo the final rejection of v\ :m - -PP dated 
May 14 ; 2010,. oade by the Prioary Examiner in Tech Canter/Art 
Unit 1742, 

The real party in intersss is United Tschnolog.ies 
Corporation of Hartford, Connecticut. . 

RELATED ldl?S.di ; r hAD IdTETPEPBdPBS 

The instant application wan the cut loot of Appeal no. 2008- 
^ $ Febr ua i s , , , 

rehearing which was decided by the Board on dune li ; 2009. 

There are no other prior and pending appeals, interferences 
or judicial proceedings known to o , - Appellants' 

assignee, or Appellants' legal representative which nay be 
repoed -op. ohrectly n r P • . • v . or he du.rsct.ly ointected by co have 
at the Boa i repeal 



stand rejected and are on appeal, depend is. .A eon teles eh® clei.es 

Claims l - 33 and 4 8 - 52 have previously been cancelled, 
trope; of s - ^ 

Ho JsendmerC. was filed at car the ileal rejection, 

Clara 37 on appeal relates to a method tor heat sreac.taa: at 
lease one workplace. The eethsd comprises the stepo old 
cleaning a. furnace to bo esse daring said heat treating method 
(see pegs 3, lines 30 ~ 32 5 ; said cleaning step being per forced 
a it hoot said at lease one or;a:kpieee be log pre sere in said 
a vac i chasber (see pag iocs „ claa 

s s o ires where tie least < < is 

to be located : see page ? .. lines 6 - 20) ; said introducing step 
comprising injecting said gas at a partial pre sea re and a flow 
race eofti.cie.et to create a pressure dif f eren.tia.1 within said 
fornace "harbor which carries coscao leasts away from, said center 
of an area whore the at least one oorkpiece is to be located and 
toward an exit of said fornace chancer (see page 5, line 30 to 

comprising heating said furnace chamber at a temperature which 
is 200 to 300 degrees Fahrenheit above a teoperatore to be used 
In a sooscgoo aid iso a, seat to uii so step tea at least <s 
oinotee (see page i ; ii.oee 3 0 < of the specif i cat loo; ; and 
a - => i : edd | tic as. id at 

least ose oorkpiece within said cleaned charter and di f furies 



• r. ion? , 

;.h in dependent elaio. 3 
: 1 eg said gas at- a part 
page 4 of 1 ho epseific 



d': depanoend aiaia 
.mo an ineec gse . u^e 

f ines 21 - 22.) ♦ 

d n , - nden? :. v aha 

lag argon. -See page 



dependent eXain 40, the diffusion he a 
or led out at a teroparatore in the rang 



,n cm id -K 



.1 sais eornpiece cent 
cast 0,8 Tor r . (See 



fori - kocnodnrd ; 4 4 , oiich dep 
;aa dif fusion neat treatment comprises 
(See page 2 of the specification, line 
forth in dependent claim 4:i which dep 
aid diffusion treatment corset ices injec 



- pasp t c | ttcacio * ,c 

a { s x injecting stez 

5.n f.h h.m saii arab 

1 =d > v " e n > v 1 e 

\ ix. < N \v N ^ 3 k 5 id center * an 
area where the at least one work/piece ic to be 'located (see fig, 
1; also see page 4, lines 32 - 33 ol the >. and 
ejecting sa.i 1 c.'.C u; said era - si an area itfher« tin at 

o >. ps5gn 

4,, Lines 32 •• 33 of the specification) > 



Thv grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal are as? 

£o.l .lOWS : 

(1) che rejection of claims 34 - 47 under 35 oJ.S.C. 1X2, 
second paragraph as being indefinite; and 

bl) the rejection of c'iaios 34 ■• 37 under 35 lb So Cb 103 (a} 
as? bo i no unpatentable ever IPS, -a tent ho. 6,041,898 to Sums o 

an. in viae of Japanese Patent Publication ho. t- 213. .931 or 
Japanese Patent Publication ho. 2003027109. 



In the final rejection dated hay X4 f 2010.. the Sxaniner 
ontended tha s. 4 del o e ol ice o 

the phrase " cent: or of an area." . The Exaoioer avers this phrase 
is indefinite because the furnace chamber can he filled en. ah 
oorbpiecee and because c he oorhoisce can ne placed arnohoore 



appellants saboo.t that there is nothing indefinite about the 
lie s 0 - N v , ; - < Sod li; repot ret that (a) 



. d a ; 2 
tatec that bppci.Ua; 

psar 1 as 



le test i i the 
o, is s t,er.: and bounds 



the second paragraph of 3 b P.S.C. 112 has? he en. rat i s fled , has 
Morton Intel tea. c\ Cltrcti sal Cises do,.. 5 F.3d 1464,. 147 0 (Fed. 
dir. i til) . The test for iraief ir.iitsn.ess is whether those 
skilled in the art would understand what r:> clamed when the 

^ " ^U >. v. N 

.Inc. v. Pafety TO a rat Chairs, Inc.. 80S F.2d 1565, 1576 (Fad, 

ta t a ag v s < * , N s t: v - s v " N N <■ v it 

of the acne; pi see location where the gas la to he injected into 
the a ! 1 oil 

the area ah a re the workplaces are to ha placed. The 
specif ication., on page " : lines 14 - 17, clearly says that the 
workpiese seats r location is typically the furnace center. 
Appellants auboit that an light of this disclosure, there is? 

! ' > N a. , < s la 

to e locate > v see- would 

that the at leant one aorkpiese is to he located in a certain 
area of their encoder and could also know aha rarer r.ha clean lag- 
gas : a cc ing introduced oalp at a ranter at that area. One of 
ordinary skill in the art could easily determine hew to avoid 

location other than, the ceecer ot the area chare the at least 
one workplace is locaced, such a a along- a aall adge ot the 
furnace chaoher. hppel.laata sahoat that since one of ordinary 
skill in the art. could det.eradne the oesea and Saunas of this 
lio.ita.tion. and would understand how to avoid she claim, claim 34 



orkpieces are 
tire or any pc 



one n c r.d aa \ ski LI ;.n the as l aid 
he workpiece or wcrkpieces is/are to be 
ere the center of the area is 
r these reasons , the rejection of claim 
xieness grounds should be oithdraon. 



:rcoependent claim 34 la directed to a method for heat 

ing at least one workpiece comprising the steps oil. 

ing >. » ! x d during said heat cr< 

dc said c .to an. •.raj step keiag performed acthoot said at 'least 



cases; said ice acting a 
at pres are < i a f: 
assurs 11 i £e • e ; \ t i a 1 r 1 1 
tan-i t s x 
se aorkpisce is to be I 



toward an exit of sa id furnace chamber; said cdaa.rr.ng step 
further :cu\ aii heating said furnace chamber r a. temperature 

placing avid -a least c N * s ; - m N . rri cleaned unaoce:; 
rml diffusa iu neat teat in nid a , s kp.i * * gas 

atmosphere with said gas being introduced into the furnace 

charier only at said ca.al-.nr or en area in en id f.ur.neca chambsr 

made in heat treating coated wcakp laces by first cleaning the 
chamber in which she workplaces arc to be pieced in a way which 

- - < nut ray free J an; 
are to he located. To this end, appellants perform the cleaning 
process by injecting a gas into the furnace chamber only at a 
center of the area where the at least one workplace is to be 
located. This is illustrated i.r Figure 1 of the instant 
application. The gas, which is iir reduced solely at this 
location, is introduced at a partial pressure and a flow rate 
sufficient to create a pressure differential which carries 

aw-r h> >s; d eern n md c< wrrd rn ew.h h said 
furnace chamber u .alter cleaning has been completed, the at 
least one workplace is placed in roe cleaned chamber and 
subjected to a diffusion heat treatment where again, the gas 
1 hs pierced o da s s is irrpac.u ui in i; ; ai said 

Figures 2 to 41 in she eppl rear. inn ; which are appended, hereto as 
Inhibit B. Fu -m- li tracer = erkpiec< urn am >s 
deposited and diffused coating. Figure 1 iiiuet.rac.es s coating 



rejection of May 14, 2010, claims 34 ~ 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Fo< 04 
of J? 0218810 or JP 2003 027209,. It 



ces ac- 



re nc 



C he 



.sue 



aoicantc arc removed from a bond coat wit 
cam clearing process, such as a reverse t 
ec column 3 f l ine 33 to co Ustnn 4 , line 23 
21 early.. Burns et al . requires that the foi 



» ts no U.m< 
to remove the 



ure ra B-:rns el. a.:., or placing saM as lease one 
ce within said sbanTiber after said, cleaning step has 
ed and dlff \jsii N < 

ce in a gas atrssephere sits sale gas bales injected 
center of the area chore the at least one oorkriece 



is 5 sna appaii ' eae rates 

ring furnace. There is no disclosure in this re I scene 
ting a gas into the furnace only at ehe center of the 
ion rau- 



* <^ * v v ecting a g< ^ the 

of ; v so Lot) s s are to be placed and 



ce disc 1c 
oopleted, 
tend chaos 



- JO- 



sill in the art) ; however < claim 34 does 
te workpiece , The claim cells for clean 



avoid conaawanaccng ede workpiece. First, Che Exeoner males e an 

f ! > W SO. x ^ ^O t t " 

of < > ports is statement t is we] ^ v law 

chat obv i. ousn.ee e mutt be bated on facet; not on the Examiner's 

a , v * a' l t A a ? n n > 258 

Fd;d 1373, 1383, 1385 (Fed. Cir , 2001} (revsx'sing as unsupported 
by <• 4 » , s 1 - : x - •* a -. ' v t N vat x ~ 1 - • « • 

references, where the Soars adopted Bdtaminer's unsupported 
asa&rt .ion chat eta? >n mi esrng from c iced i 

was > i \ * s > s a ecu 

pood oommor, sense" no cemdiae use cc tor eta as, and explaining 
that - a 5 ri common sense, was 

not based on any evidence in the record" ) . Ode Examiner does 

less) . Second, even if cleaning it. he soncamcna ted furnace 
chamber Without workplace is known., there is no evidence of 
record that shows such cleaning would lade plate in the manner 



at a partial press is re a ad a flew rats sufficient, to era 
pressure differential within sale furnace chamber ahier 
cornaiara rants away f cr said center of at: area where -,h<: 
one > ^ sa 



he gas tie 
the gas. 



Gpt.n;o.n -si 



) Wei a * ;aa:; 

ace ea < i rta raay i:rca he c 

:ha area where the at least one workplace ia to he ioca 
1 ; •:; -a: ■ 1 ; ; - ; s i s - n > a 

pla ad WvW v \ aq i 



fulfill the 
slating to th 



adj ust in 



lac axed and 

n ^ o ^ ^ r " c *s o i *\i ao x 

aning the cancer of r.ha furnace. Missing I ran t 
s , > ,. > >s , N * ^ s 

s S, s s 

r^puoo \ > x located cich syay & i:h cen 
cs or cot. Further, chic rccc. occrc. does tec: cod 
n which the cleaning step i.s psrfaraed, i.e., tb 
duced only at the center of the workplace locate. 

aforesaid partial pre a so re and flow rate, 
gard to the Examiner's coca coca abaci: JP 2003 017 
a are misleading . 122003 027202- clearly aays aha 
, a o , a . a NN p < ) n 

and dried., and installed in the prescribed posit 




02720 9 cleans the parts, the gas transport ; 
ppliance first. Furthers there is no state: 
the * v. 



ons incln< 



speed ::c • ! ^ 



axe to ee locates.. At cas top or page a at tr 
it , a, v n a.; eei Tac s kh s tl 

a gas supply pipe not ahaan in the figure.. Ti 
his ; u -aa w :\ ; , a,: a,oo. a.s aa * 1 

.-\\ a -a aa- p^e.'^e \ e^ - N ~ - $ - , \p. p. t > it 
e ^ ps " a *• >. i *• ^ this 

aches to heat inside c < \ z 

higher than heat treatment temperatare , The 
n clarifies this stateaerit by pointing oat that 
ratuie is slightly higher than the Peat Creator 

See paragraph < - s of the t rs 

ans in terns of specific temperatures is ankaov 
reference never quantifies? line tern "slightly 
does the reference provide any examples of what 



art of v ha cited references to clean a Seat teas 
•ace as Caoght by TP 62139810 ox JP 20 0 2.02 72 02 1 
*v a^a i - - > * Pea- * - 



as , , ^ * a s ' * < - it d 

rate , f c 

\ *■ ^ a 



yard 



es ana ot 



was forced uiu; 
finished by s?hca 
\ ^ ;v s - c - 



psen.ing The ab; : 
v?n in Fig. 3 are r 



are 4 tor 



vh pores, voids;,, and other bad features in Fig. 3. 
ad: ;•: data comparison is? present which shows the 
nance. Figure 4, clearly shews a coating having v 



^ ? ■> >. t ~ ? th 

I since the location of the workplace can be arryw 
:iace 

t the furnace chamber, such ccosvsror are arose. 



Pith regard to the Eaaniner ' 3 consents on page 6 of the 
action that o o unclear how the elaioad step cleans pochete, 

s v N v I x " s ••••<: O'' 

nothing in either that eaya that Appal lance ate cleaning ociae, 
panthers, etc, Appellants, using the method eat forth in claim 
34 , •> < v a n * 

What la e. Leaned is the furnace chamber prior to the performance 

CP ■> " 4 •: l t 

with regard to the Examiner's eaoaante about the flow rata 

on page 6 of the office action, as eet forth in tha claio, tha 

f 1 ov; rate cat to he less than that which would cause the furnace 

door to one a and great enough to carry the eoritaa haarhve r i on the 

using such a flow rate, Appellant a again, point to the coating of 

^ ,v---han- Oi, r i - - -> * <■ 3 A „ «,xa\:tntr Xu s\ " 
to make a pr.xoa facie cane of obviousness . The references fail 
to teach ox suggest all the method steps set forth in claim 14 
and v i v i bp 

relying on purported "eaooon sense" for which, no evnd.e.ace has 
been presented. it aaeoa to Appall ants that tha Examiner has 
failed to establish the Aleve! of chill in the art" by any 

For these reasons, the re lee thou of clairsi 34 on obviousness 
grounds should he reversed. 



( 2} Paten t a h i 1 i t g of a I aire If ■- 4 7 



%s CO what would be a suitable part 
p a partial pressure which carrier 
does not cause the door to opes. 



UO 



LC i 



:i lead .: 
the pr 



no to arnv 



in the art 
the claimed 



nd applied prior art. references disci one nr. roduc mg r.he pa 
flow race of 3 0 liters per minute to ?0 liters per nvinufce. 
he references provide no guidance as to what would be a 
notable flow rate - in particular a flow rate which carries 
ontaoinants away but varied does net cae.se she ro.rnacs chant 
oor v v N ^ * s * - f: 

ate Her; 



should d 
may unde 



chough 



•none in the pr 



ret erescss which would lead him to arrive at the claimed flow 
*.s d \, ^ t ea x " 4 sriented 

applied references which teacher or saggeata that: the diffusion 
treatment U to be tarried s a ai a i cperalura in the range of 
from 1.900 degrees Fahrenheit to a a 0 0 degrees Fahrenheit tor a 
time period in the range or I to 24 hoars. While the -810 
reverence -ray oca a I oca using a slightly higher temperature than 
the coopering treatment... there ir> arching in the reference which 

use . c, ,o\\ v v , v. u v * , ... * <^ 5 « 

peine, it should be noted that the treat neat being performed in 
the -810 reference is a tempering treatment, not a diffusion 
treat neat . 

Claim 41 is allowable for the same reason as claims 36 and 
43, The references provide no guidance a a to what would be a 
e a. -.table flow rate ~ in part.ieula.re a flow rate which carries 

to s > - r^ 1 t on v it 

references provide no guidance as to what one of ordinary skill 
in the art should do. Thus,, even though one of ordinary skill 
in the art woald under w card that the gaa veil be introduced at a 
flow rate, there i.a nothing which would lead him to arrive at 
the <c 1 * n h 1 -" -esai r tr tented . 

Claim 47 la allowable because none of the cited and applied 
v < n * ; et the crate;: 

of - x : .. • ) r. .. and 

ejecting the gas « the at 

least ore workplace la located , the manifold. The above 
d.iacaseiou about the lack of any disclosure of injecting gaa 



The Director is hereby authorised - charge the Appeal 

Brief Fee o < N ( > Deposu 1 Account Ho N , N 

the :t>chc: Dei .'.^jk t k era * \e cue, as 

hereby authorised to charge said fee to said Deposit Account, 

.Respect rally submitted, 
Steven M, Borne et a I . 

: - - -a \ : : - > ; -o — 

Attorney for Appellants 

Telephone; (203 ! 77? -6628 est , 112 
Telefax; (203; 865-0237 
Svua i I : dock* eA >ech lap . ao:a 

5 Daeemha 



s lean ng a furnace , i 

treating n 

said cleaning step bei rc performed without said, at least 
- ^ s >eing t eat s %id £us 

salt cleaning step s t N a cleaning gso 

into the furnace chamber only at a center of an area where the 
at least one workplace is to be located? 

said introducing atop comprising mj seeing said gas at a 
partial pressure and a flow rate sufficient to create a pre scare 
difterantial within said furnace chamber which cameo 
corn. aol nan i:c away from said center of an area where the at least 
one , *• \ e -> su « ^ 

f u r na c e c ha ehe r ; 

g said foresee 
cos Fahrenheit 
f cue ion heat 



1 e a n 1 n g s t c o f u r r. h c r 



in a subs 
i nates; s 



-tea, pracmg aai 
ornber and diffus 



dng said at least one workplace in a ga 
gas c 



least on <■ ^ s 5 < 

35, \<w s i v ; v \ * fa e c t x n 

step eompr-i ■•: s. * , 

Lea^fc 0,8 To rr. 

3 6. A method accord:.;;-;:: to cla >. whes i gas ir; ecr. mg 

step comprises in acting said gas into said furnace at a rata of 
3 0 liters per minnte to 70 liters per minute . 

37. t method according to claim 34, wherein said gas injecting 
step comprises injecting an inert gas . 

3 8 . A method according to claim 34, therein sard gas injecting 
step comprises injecting- argon. 

3:9. A method according to claim 34.. therein said gas injecting 
si N > - es s acting a s \u ring g * 3 

40, A method according to claim 34, wherein said diffusion heat 
u.aeor. rr , parataxu ;s range < 

1900 degrees Fahrenheit to 3900 degress Fahrenheit for a time 
period in the range of i to 24 hours > 

41. A method according to claim 40, wherein raid do fine ion heat 

act it: elect to carry away contaerinants in said at Least one 

v N% >i< N i rata i ; doc:;: ai - 1 or; » s 

chamber is caaeed to open. 



o .1 n uts to t 0 1 1 r a r s p a r o • se t a , 



44 \ n h\ h , \ v. " ' o > , h ;- ^ i ; 4 I 

treatment cosprisss introducing an inert gas. 

45, A method according to claim. 41, wherein said diffusion, 
treatment comprises introducing argon, 

46, .t method according to claim 41, wharein eaid diffusion, heat 
trsatma.nr. comprises introducrng a reducing gas, 

u N old marccih c. said c unci si .... an s chers era at 
> > o bs csiad ?.nd injaccing -va *as 

only a said canter of an area where the at 1 cast one workplace 
is to be located via said manifold. 



2.3 




FIG. 3 
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eclated proceed i nce:; - /^Pi^DiXj:; 

DECISION ON APPEAL BO. 2008 -4 94 S 
DECISION OH REHEAR TNI OE APPEAL HO.. 1008 -APIS 



«5==ZZ3E 



Ftets* fkut isessw a ! o i;« ;J dmf ass Offs^; i:mm^«S€sfem c«?Kermsg tins ^M*> m-** yr m:;. 
Thi? peris;:* (or reply, rC assy, set sri ihe attached co^anratctaaai. 
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A AM A STATBS PATENT AND : \ M a M \ P OFPK A 



H! K.'R \ o\KN v >\ x : Wri M <■ 

\\n in 



X , N \ ^ \ x A^N< \' N M 

Appeal 200E4)04945 
k> i<0(»NA> 
KvhaAoaa C ci u : I To 

Decide! Pane 1,2009 



Be Bare EDWARD C K At PIN, P.INDA DP GAPaDPPTP, aad 

KIMLNA Administrative Patent AAge. 

>} r |S|n\ 0\ Rl <A ; \ i OH K! \ \i UNND 
Appeahxas raaaa;>a reheanag of ma: Decision, of February 20, 2 
A Pa s - don P o u - a we si i ri aal th PN.a n-eA rejection o! the 

i he '« v N <. i 

v . f s < > < I s I ' \ s v. M ti\ N 

\ ' N s s v.s v. \ s N 

Mail Dale (paper delivery) or Notlllcatioa fdae (eiecirorac delivery}.. 



A p p i s cati o • ! i 0/60 6 , 4 3 0 

.ng\ A nA he \ > nwh X ^ ! S i v 

WU , ^ s S 0W , "V V W ^ X ,\ 

legal oonekuw-m that the elaimed subject mailer would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill to the art withi n the meaning of § 103, 

Appellants submit that we unsapprehended - atgnrneni with 
respect to Burns \ ieacintig a difhAon heat treating step. However; 
AogdAa * exowwh oUte e dieu lApK Ho-- that * mew >s wnbmghwe re 
Burns] which teaches a ddlAuw heai txeadng step" (Reply Br, * iwet para.). 

5 5 \ N > ^'M\ S , S| , 1 ) < < i f 

Appellants' Request does net dispute this. 

So t t o <N x s t ' > v x > ! i ! t ! IrOerpteta on 

*>i 'h Aw A g^ s ^ * eewst www H-v n AAo Or i,-m\ » . 
center of the wotkpwee, the claimed step of uuectmg the gas nasi be 
performed m a variety of ways such that the gas impinges other areas of the 
ewhewwau! .a uv v ,i , *m > * wguq iw. Aw * 

hpp h n t (1 noi v a tils our lit hat lAwg Belt iea ; s 

entiv h Ho r t > 1 ei < s r titety « 
workplace, ineiadwg its eeatcr bcatlee, Apgebants have not refuted our 
: ,assw,A A 5^w, x e R^ \, w-wv r win A ewhwuv skUhn die an 
to inject gas at the entirety of BurnsA worignece Aueag the ddTusion heat 
neunup stag and, thereby, \». Awn the e homed step of ugecting gas at a 

the N s'l uAhe a tn < bug sa p oi Bun s s en id aot result m gas being 
w.J a awwnt )rkpiece. 



x \ , x \ o * 

Appellants , contend that we have en-oneouaiy ignored the Actual 
o Amw ^ e^ , s ^ > n s ^ « ^ * * 

of me , t n \ Specification. In response to statement in the Decision 
that /spool bins have not presented the e..sun me analysis of the Specification 

and interpret it in a light: rnost favorable to the apphcaiiA (Decision 5 :t third 
panAg Appekaots maintain thai "the difference 3 m coatings are clear from a 
mere viewing of Figures t and d m exphrnatkoj Is reophreA 5 (Request 
emphasis added), hknvcveis It is hmd arisen tai that the burden of 
demons noting unexpected results rests on the party asserting no* and that 
Appellants must dernoiisnate that the evidence Is reasonably eonunensarate 
in scope wui tlx; d - gei of prolechon sougi t In the a uyca I i I iimsg that 
the evidence presents a comparison with the closest prior art, 4 and that, the 
evidenee would us\e been considered mby unexpected by one of ordinary 
sklAln the art Viae esth kppeliants have ion -carried ti r burden on this 
record, 

t < >\ based on the foregoing. Appellants' Houses ie 
e.UM, s , , , x , i esps ^ i N 

i „o >m a ! A !■ e Aw a* 

DENIED 

No tone period hit taking any snhsequern. action In connection with 
this appeal may he earned under > t < § * * . >. < o M 

A re Klosak, 455 FAd 0 (CCPA A 

<^ * A \ o — s No 

< < M rt i A 10 1 A I h> ibAKAOO ed ( M 

3 
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vis ;NVS> i 
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ad STEVEN P H U!N 



Application llV(«b,-3o 
1 :> lvkEo-> ( cukm PEE 



ioto, - s EE \ E P r \ xE\ : 

MICHAEL P. CO! S ! ANNE ,4«i«k Patent Judges. 

!E\E I , ^ > < s < < < 



DECISION ON APPEAL 



,<v • \ ^ On - « i E O *P \ v to i Hon? o DcckLd IV . 



\ppo2 ;;tK a-g^ 
application OJ/60* 136 

This is an appeal from Che final o of claims 1-23, 21, and 29, 

Has m\ 3-1 3~\nd ai iUuvi Kc onhd;,-^ \ d ^en- ie ats^n :\ hcnn 

"vmVv' • - oavvkoed ■?r.o;in< i n C ' lai? - ■ - i and v aov * $ 

1 A ok- shod for heat treating at least one workprece comprising the 
steps of: 

^ KeCiHsr a tea naca to i\ u- \; dn< ag; ^- :; : ^ ,Jr nvih^t 

ran! cleaning step ccaopromg injecting a gar > * a work-piece center 
location and applying heat; and 

« ^ o k i >> said aHea v m * * * 

with said ga bain; en ; ed at >aid oa kp o t me; o« olon 

» A method her providing at least one workpieee having a coating 
diffusion heat treating rani at least one workpieee na gar atmosphere 

enw t < | s > < I a. > k x v ^ > ion 

vim i tooev, v s v sev v v. 

oh\ kaonrers: 
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